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Effects of Writing Reflective Journal on Meta-cognition and
Problem Solving Ability in Nursing Students taking a
Fundamental Nursing Skills Course Applying Blended Learning

Jho, Mi Young”

1) Department of Nursing, Dongnam Health University, Suwon, Korea

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to contribute to the development of an efficient teaching-learning method
by analyzing effects of writing reflective journals on meta-cognition and problem solving ability in nursing students
in education applying blended learning for fundamental nursing skills. Methods: The research design was a
one-group pretest-posttest design, done to assess changes in meta-cognition and problem solving ability.
Participants were 63 nursing students taking the fundamental nursing skills course at one college in Gyeonggi
Province. The course was offered from March 21 to June 3, 2016. Data were collected using pre and post tests
given before and after writing of reflective journals in blended learning. Data were analyzed using t-test, ANOVA,
Scheffé’s test and paired t-test with SPSS Statistics version 20.0. Results: The results of this study show that
scores for meta-cognition and problem solving ability of these students were all above average. There was a stat-
istically significant difference in meta-cognition between pre and post writing of reflective journals but not for prob-
lem-solving ability. Conclusion: The findings indicate that writing a reflective journal in blended learning is an effi-
cient teaching-learning method to improve meta-cognition in nursing students.
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Table 1. The Form of Reflective Journal

Learning content

Learning process

- What did you take from today’s lesson?

- Did you understand the important problems or content in today’s lesson?

Write about it.

- What was it that you need to know more from today's learning?
- What were your insufficiencies in learning in today’s lesson and how can

you supplement it?

- How can you use what you learned today in practical situations?

- Which process enables you to learn?
- How about your contributions as leaner in today’s
learning activities?
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Table 2. Differences in Meta-cognition, Problem Solving Ability according to General Characteristics (N=63)
o . Meta-cognition Problem solving ability
Characteristics Categories n (%)
M=SD torF (p) M=£SD torF (p)
Age (yr) <20 39 (61.9) 3.45£0.40 0.76 3.46+0.47 0.21
>21 24 (38.1) 3.37£0.42 (:449) 3.4410.40 (.836)
Gender Male 5(7.9) 3.48%0.36 0.33 3.54+0.60 0.44
Female 58 (92.1) 3.41+0.41 (.739) 3.45+043 (.660)
Health status Good 32 (50.8) 3.52+0.35 -2.10 3.57+0.37 211
Below common 31(49.2) 3.31£0.44 (.039) 3.34+0.48 (.039)
Interpersonal Good 35 (55.6) 3.58£0.38 -4.11 3.6410.46 -4.17
relationship Below common 28 (44.4) 321034  (<.001) 3.224+0.28 (<.001)
Entrance motive  Appropriate aptitude 9 (14.3) 3.461+0.36 1.62 3.53+0.33 1.96
High employment rate 37 (58.7) 3.35+0.37 (-169) 3.34+0.44 (.098)
High school record 2(3.2) 3.48+0.50 3.92+0.42
Recommendation by parent and teacher 9(14.3) 3.34£0.49 3.55£0.38
Good image and experience on nurse 2(3.2) 3.87+0.14 3.941+0.64
Others 4 (6.3) 3.82£0.56 3.69£0.51
Satisfaction with  Satisfaction 25 (39.7) 3.4610.40 0.52 3.52+0.37 0.53
university life Common 30 (47.6) 3.42+0.42 (-:600) 3.39+0.50 (:591)
Dissatisfaction 8 (12.7) 3.29+0.40 3.47+0.41
Satisfaction with ~ Satisfaction 35 (55.6) 3.46£0.42 0.75 3.54£0.38 2.10
major Common 25 (39.7) 3.39£0.40 (:475) 3.38+0.51 (-132)
Dissatisfaction 3(4.7) 3.17£0.25 3.08+0.14
Perceptive Fine® 6 (9.5) 3.98%0.30 11.38 3.64+0.43 1.29
academic Medium® 35 (55.6) 3461037  (<.001) 3.49+0.40 (-283)
achievements Poor® 22 (34.9) 3.21+0.34 a>b>c*  3.35%0.50
Mean 3.42+0.41 3.4510.44
*Scheffé test.
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Table 3. Change in Meta-cognition and Problem Solving Ability at Pre-Post Test (N=63)
Pretest Posttest
Variables t p
M=SD M=SD
Meta-cognition 3.42+0.41 3.57+0.40 -4.55 <.001
Rehearsal 3.59+0.64 3.87£0.53 -3.72 <.001
Elaboration 3.55+0.50 3.71+0.50 -2.64 .011
Organization 3.37+0.60 3.59+0.60 -3.18 .002
Critical thinking 3.29+0.45 3.441+0.53 -2.66 .010
Self-regulation 3.36+0.45 3.531£0.41 -3.14 .003
Problem solving ability 3.45+0.44 3.52+0.44 -1.32 192
Problem clarification 3.60£0.61 3.60+0.54 0.00 1.000
Cause analysis 3.43+0.49 3.53+0.50 -1.44 155
Alternative development 3.40£0.51 3.47+0.49 -1.10 276
Plan/perform 3.35+0.53 3.41+0.52 -0.91 367
Performance evaluation 3.54+0.55 3.60%0.51 -1.08 .285
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